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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . In view of the Appeal Brief filed on 07/09/2008, PROSECUTION IS HEREBY 
REOPENED. New ground of rejection set forth below. Claims 33-60 are pending. 

To avoid abandonment of the application, appellant must exercise one of the 
following two options: 

(1 ) file a reply under 37 CFR 1.111 (if this Office action is non-final) or a reply 
under 37 CFR 1 .1 1 3 (if this Office action is final); or, 

(2) initiate a new appeal by filing a notice of appeal under 37 CFR 41 .31 followed 
by an appeal brief under 37 CFR 41 .37. The previously paid notice of appeal fee and 
appeal brief fee can be applied to the new appeal. If, however, the appeal fees set forth 
in 37 CFR 41 .20 have been increased since they were previously paid, then appellant 
must pay the difference between the increased fees and the amount previously paid. 

A Supervisory Patent Examiner (SPE) has approved of reopening prosecution by 
signing below: 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

2. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S. C. 112: 

The specification sliall contain a written description of tlie invention, and of tlie manner and process of 
mailing and using it, in sucli full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claims 1-4 and 6-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing 
to comply with the written description requirement. The claims contain subject matter 
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to 
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one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, 
had possession of the claimed invention. 

Independent claims 1 and 13 recite " when said media type is exclusive 

routing other non-exclusive customer contacts to the transaction processing entity 
during the current customer contact". However, it is noted that Applicant's specification 
does not have support for this claimed feature. This claimed feature appears to 
contradict page 8, lines 8-9 and lines 13-14 of applicant's own specification (see "full 
attention ..."). 

On page 7 of the appeal brief filed 7/9/08, applicant states: 
"Claims 1 and 13 recite 'permitting no furtlier customer contact oftlie 
exclusive media type fortlie duration of said current customer contact... wlien said 
media type is exclusive and, otherwise, routing otiier non-exclusive customer contacts 
to tlie transaction processing entity during tlie current customer contact. ' Tlius, tliese 
claims recite tiiat no additional exclusive media type contact is routed for tlie duration 
of tlie current exclusive media type contact while the non-exclusive media type 
contacts may still be routed to the entity [durating of tlie current exclusive media 
type]. Neitlier Busey nor Crowtlier teacli or suggest contact distribution wliicli prevents 
furtlier assignment of the exclusive type to a processing entity when an exclusive type 
has already been assigned while still assigning non-exclusive types to the 
processing entity". [Emphasis added]. 

The above is simply not supported by the specification. 
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Dependent claims 2-4, 6-12 and 14-20 are rejected for tlie same reasons 
addressed in independent claims 1 and 13. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

3. Claims 1-4 and 6-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. 

Claims 1 and 13 recite : permitting no further customer contact of the 
exclusive media type for the duration of said current customer contact ... when said 
media type is exclusive and, otherwise, routing other non-exclusive customer contacts 
to the transaction processing entity during the current customer contact. 

While reading applicant's arguments in the appeal brief, it became clear that the 
use of "otherwise" in the current situation is indefinite, confusing and leaves room for 
different interpretations. 

First interpretation is: otherwise, if the current media type is not exclusive (i.e., 
non-exclusive), then routing other non-exclusive customer contacts to the transaction 
processing entity during the current [non-exclusive] customer contact. This 
interpretation reads on the teachings of Crowther. That means, for example, routing 
new e-mails to an agent currently handling an e-mail. 
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Second interpretation is: otiierwise, if tlie furtlier customer contact is not 
exclusive (i.e., non-exclusive), then routing the other non-exclusive customer contacts 
to the transaction processing entity during the current [exclusive] customer contact. 
That means, for example, routing new e-mails to an agent currently handling a voice 
call. This interpretation is not supported by applicant's specification. This is contrary to 
the statements made by applicant in the specification such as page 8, lines 8-9 and 
lines 13-14 (see "full attention ...") . 

The claim's language must be precise and clear to eliminate any possible 
inaccurate interpretations. When a claim has more than one event/condition, to simply 
recite "otherwise", as discussed above, renders the claim indefinite. 

Dependent claims 2-4, 6-12 and 14-20 are rejected for the same reasons 
addressed for independent claims 1 and 13. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. Claims 1-4, 6-25, and 27-33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Busey et al. (US PAT # 6,665,395) in view of Crowther et al. (US 
PAT #6,771 ,765). 

Regarding claim 1 , Busey teaches a method for distributing customer contacts to 
a selected one of a plurality a transaction processing entities each capable of handling a 
plurality of media types in a transaction processing system (this reads on distributing 
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customers calls and questions to agents in system 10 of the call center 22, see 
summary of the invention, col. 4, lines 44-49, and col. 5, lines 15-25), such method 
comprising: determining a media type for a customer contact in the transaction 
processing system, the media type determined by the access channel of the customer 
contact (chat, e-mail, voice, ...etc in Busey); finding a transaction processing entity 
(agent in Busey) that is capable of handling the media type; and routing the customer 
contact (e.g., phone call) to a transaction processing entity (agent) that is capable of 
handling the media type (the claimed limitations of "determining a media type, finding a 
transaction processing entity that is capable of handling the media type, and routing the 
customer contact to a transaction processing entity that is capable of handling the 
media type" read all together on control 14, along with other processes and devices , 
which perform the function of these limitations in the call center, see col. 12, lines 26-30, 
col. 4, lines 65-67 and col. 8, lines 1-5. Also, for further explanations on these limitations 
see the summary of the invention in Busey. 

Busey does not specifically teach identifying the media type as "exclusive" or 
"nonexclusive" and does not explicitly teach permitting no further customer contacts of 
the exclusive media type for the duration of said current customer contact. 

This claimed feature is old and notoriously well known in the art. It has been well 
known that, for example, if an agent in an ACD is busy with a voice/telephone call, the 
agent would be considered busy/unavailable to handle other voice/telephone calls. This 
old feature is also taught by Crowther. 
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Crowther teaches in a contact call center agents are assigned priority level in 
each skillset so that agents can be assigned to handle customers' requests/contacts in 
the most effective way based on their knowledge (see col. 2, lines 48-52). Each skillset 
is assigned an interruptibility level which defines the importance of a skillset and 
whether agents assigned to a skillset may be interrupted while busy answering other 
calls (see col. 5, lines 10-17). The claimed "exclusive media type" reads on the highest 
interruptibility level (such as, voice or phone call), which cannot be interrupted (see col. 
7, lines 38-46 and col. 8, lines 14-20). The claimed "non exclusive media type" reads on 
lower interruptibility level (such as email or fax), which can be interrupted by 
higher/highest interruptibility level requests such as voice call (see col. 8, lines 14-20). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to incorporate this old and well known feature of 
preventing further assignment of voice calls (i.e., exclusive and high priority) to an agent 
who is already engaged in a voice call session, as also taught by Crowther, into the 
Busey system in order to provide better, faster and professional services to customers. 
Also, this will enhance the efficiency of the call center. Thus, an existing voice call 
between an agent and a customer should not be "interrupted" by another voice call from 
another customer. The agent would give his/her "full attention" to the customer during 
the voice call. 
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The claimed limitation: " otherwise, routing other non-exclusive customer 

contacts to the transaction processing entity during the current customer contact" has 
different interpretations as discussed above. When interpreted to mean that the current 
customer contact is non-exclusive, then routing other non-exclusive customer contacts 

(see first interpretation above), then this limitation is taught by Crowther because a 

non-exclusive media type contact such as e-mail may be "interrupted" by other non- 
exclusive media type contacts. That is, e-mails can be routed to an agent who is 
currently handing an e-mail 

Claim 13, is rejected for the same reasons as discussed above with respect to 
claim 1 . On one hand, Busey teaches determining a metric of how many customer 
contacts of the media type have been assigned to the transaction processing entity (this 
basically reads on "endpoint" (see col. 11, lines 1 5-67); and comparing the metric to a 
threshold relating to the maximum number of customer contacts of the media type that 
the transaction processing entity may handle (see col. 11, lines 53-67), and when the 
metric exceeds the threshold, preferentially routing customer contacts to another 
transaction processing entity (see col. 12, lines 1-6). On the other hand, Busey does not 
specifically teach preparing a transaction routing table of transaction processing entities 
based on media types. However, having a routing table for each agent that contains 
information such as for example, the media type that he/she can best handle would 
have been obvious and well known in the art, since this will be considered as an agent 
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profile tliat can be viewed by managennent in sl<ill performance and promotions 
scenarios. 

For claims 2-4, 6-12, 14-20, 23-25, and 27-33 the limitations are taught by 
Busey. The rejection in the previous office action is herby incorporated by reference. 

5. Claims 1-4, 6-25, and 27-33 are also rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Busey et al. (US PAT # 6,665,395) in view of Crowther et al. (US 
PAT # 6,771 ,765) and further in view of Price (US PAT # 6,389,1 32). 

Regarding claim 1 , Busey teaches a method for distributing customer contacts to 
a selected one of a plurality a transaction processing entities each capable of handling a 
plurality of media types in a transaction processing system. See the rejection above. 

Busey does not specifically teach identifying the media type as "exclusive" or 
"nonexclusive" and does not explicitly teach permitting no further customer contacts of 
the exclusive media type for the duration of said current customer contact. This claimed 
feature is old and notoriously well known in the art. It has been well known that, for 
example, if an agent in an ACD is busy with a voice/telephone call, the agent would be 
considered busy/unavailable to handle other voice/telephone calls. This old feature is 
also taught by Crowther. 
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Crowther teaches in a contact call center agents are assigned priority level in 
each skillset so agents can be assigned to handle customers' requests/contacts in the 
most effective way based on their knowledge (see col. 2, lines 48-52). Each skillset is 
assigned an interruptibility level which defines the importance of a skillset and whether 
agents assigned to a skillset may be interrupted while busy answering other calls (see 
col. 5, lines 10-17). On one hand, the claimed "exclusive media type" reads on the 
highest interruptibility level (such as, voice or phone call), which cannot be interrupted 
(see col. 7, lines 38-46 and col. 8, lines 14-20). On the other hand, the claimed "non 
exclusive media type" reads on lower interruptibility level (such as email or fax), which 
can be interrupted by higher/highest interruptibility level requests such as voice call (see 
col. 8, lines 14-20). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to incorporate the feature of preventing further assignment 
of voice calls (i.e., exclusive and high priority) to an agent who is already engaged in a 
voice call session, as taught by Crowther, into the Busey system in order to provide 
better, faster and professional services to customers. Also, this will enhance the 
efficiency of the call center. Thus, an existing voice call between an agent and a 
customer should not be "interrupted" by another voice call from another customer. 



The claimed limitation: " otherwise, routing other non-exclusive customer 

contacts to the transaction processing entity during the current [exclusive] customer 
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contact" has different interpretations as discussed above. Wlien interpreted to mean if 
tlie furtlier customer contacts are non-exclusive, tlien routing otiier non-exclusive 
customer contacts that the current customer contact is exclusive, (see second 
interpretation above). 

This interpretation is not explicitly taught by Crowther or Busey. This limitation 
basically means an exclusive media type contact such as voice call may be "interrupted" 
by other non-exclusive media type contacts such as e-mails. 

Price teaches multi tasking in a call center wherein a multi tasking agent who is 
handling a voice call session with a customer can still view or respond to an email or a 
text message (see col. 4, lines 25-45 and col. 7, lines 30-35). 

Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to incorporate the feature, if desired, of allowing an agent that is 
handling a voice call (exclusive) to receive and handle other tasks such as off-line 
messages and emails (non-exclusive), as taught by Price, into the combination of Busey 
and Crowther in order to improve the efficiency of the system by having a multi tasking 
agent that is capable of providing assistance to more than one customer at the same 
time, if the supervisor or administrator of the ACD elects to do so. A multi tasking agent 
can work in partial parallel mode and use time in more efficient manner. Thus, by 
multitasking, the agent can reduce the overall cost to the call center (i.e., saving time 
and money). To multi-task (e.g., to respond to e-mails while talking on the phone) or 



Application/Control Number: 09/918,902 Page 12 

Art Unit: 2614 

not to multi-task (not to receive any furtlier contacts of any type wliile on tlie plione) is a 
design clioice to be made by tlie supervisor. Tlie decision to elect one or the other 
does not rise to the level of patentability and does not require ingenuity. 

Claim 13, is rejected for the same reasons as discussed above with respect to 
claim 1 . On one hand, Busey teaches determining a metric of how many customer 
contacts of the media type have been assigned to the transaction processing entity (this 
basically reads on "endpoint" (see col. 11, lines 1 5-67); and comparing the metric to a 
threshold relating to the maximum number of customer contacts of the media type that 
the transaction processing entity may handle (see col. 11, lines 53-67), and when the 
metric exceeds the threshold, preferentially routing customer contacts to another 
transaction processing entity (see col. 12, lines 1-6). On the other hand, Busey does not 
specifically teach preparing a transaction routing table of transaction processing entities 
based on media types. However, having a routing table for each agent that contains 
information such as for example, the media type that he/she can best handle would 
have been obvious and well known in the art, since this will be considered as an agent 
profile that can be viewed by management in skill performance and promotions 
scenarios. 

Claims 21-22 are rejected for the same reasons as discussed above with respect 
to claim 1 . Also, for claims 22-23 limitations, Busey teaches searching a transaction 
processing entity that is not handling an exclusive media type (this may read on 
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availability of agent, see col. 8, lines 6-9 and/or the priority of task the agent is handling 
at the current time, see col. 3, lines 55-60); determining a metric of how many customer 
contacts of the media type have been assigned to the transaction processing entity 
(basically reads on "endpoint", see col. 11, lines 1 5-67); and comparing the metric to a 
threshold relating to the maximum number of customer contacts of the media type that 
the transaction processing entity may handle (see col. 11, lines 53-67), and when the 
metric exceeds the threshold, preferentially routing customer contacts to another 
transaction processing entity (see col. 12, lines 1-6). 

For claims 2-4, 6-12, 14-20, 23-25, and 27-33 the limitations are taught by 
Busey. The rejection in the previous office action is herby incorporated by reference. 

Response to Arguments 

6. Applicant's arguments have been considered but are moot in view of the new 
ground(s) of rejection. 

To further clarify the examiner's position, the prior art of record (Busey and 
Crowther) teaches identifying the media type and routing contacts accordingly. It also 
teaches considering some media types such as voice calls as exclusive that should not 
be "interrupted" for the well known reasons. An agent who is currently talking on the 
phone to a customer should not be interrupted by another phone call. This feature is 
old and again it simply reads on an ACD marking an agent who is on the phone as 
buys/unavailable and not routing any other telephone calls to the agent while he/she is 



Application/Control Number: 09/918,902 Page 14 

Art Unit: 2614 

still busy with the phone call. All the needed teachings of how to handle the different 
media type contacts are provided by Busey and Crowther. Of course, one of ordinary 
skill in the art may decide on how to best utilize the agent and may decide to have the 
agent perform multi-tasking, as well known and as suggested by Price. Again, to 
multitask is to, for example, have an agent who is engaged in a telephone call also 
handle an e-mail, or to not multitask is to prevent routing any other contacts (voice, e- 
mail, fax ...) to an agent while the agent is engaged in a telephone call. This is simply a 
design choice that may be made by a supervisor who is utilizing the Crowther system. 

Also, it must be noted that simply "routing" an e-mail to the agent, as recited in 
the claims, does not necessarily mean that the agent must "handle" the e-mail 
immediately while he/she is talking on the phone. Non-real time contacts such as fax or 
e-mail may be "routed" to a busy agent without necessarily immediately "interrupting", 
for example, an existing phone call. 



Conclusion 

7. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Fink et al. (PGPUB 2005/0100159) teaches in [0028] that several channels 141 
have been shown with the channels of chat, email, and phone. The most time-sensitive 
channel is when an agent is on a phone call with a customer. The second most time- 
sensitive channel is a chat session, and the third most time-sensitive channel is an 
email channel. In terms of responsiveness, a customer typically has higher expectations 
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of customer service wlien tliey are on tlie plione witli an agent (e.g., a voice-based 
communication cliannel can liave liiglier priority tlian a text-based communication 
cliannel). Since an agent can multi-tasl< and liandle any or a combination of tlie tliree 
cliannels, tlie cliannel section 141 can display one or all of the possible channel types 
simultaneously. The contact address section 143, availability state section 144, contact 
state section 146, channel direction section 142, and time sections 145, 147 can 
correspondingly show one or any combination of all three of the possible channels. 



8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Rasha S. AL-Aubaidi whose telephone number is (571) 
272-7481 . The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday from 8:30 am to 
5:30 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 

supervisor, Ahmad Matar, can be reached on (571) 272-7488. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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